a. 1865 b. 1930 c. 2002 This time the answer is c. 2002 . These excerpts, written nearly a century apart -exemplify a troubling theme in The Evolution of College English: that not much has evolved. Reading Miller's history of the teaching of English and related subjects in American higher education, I was surprised and saddened to learn that, despite the changes in curricular emphasis wrought by technological advance, the debates that define the field -over the cultural relevance of higher learning in the humanities, over the rankings and titles of the professoriate, and over the workload of the ceaselessly grading composition instructor, who seems not to have had a weekend off in more than three hundred years -have not changed since the professors squabbled with the tutors over the latter's social standing at Yale in 1717.
A summary of Miller's argument about the general trend in higher education, stripped of its disciplinary and historical particulars, reads like this: The top universities have always asserted elitism as one of their core values, even if this assertion has been tacit. After a while, the excluded nonelites storm the ivory towers, demanding accountability and practicality in education, so that a new pedagogy is born that claims to be pragmatic and inclusive. Eventually, in good old dialectical fashion, the new, progressive pedagogy becomes staid, convinced of the rightness of its agenda, and elitist and is overturned by still newer pedagogy. Miller's focus is on college English, however, and what he adds to this sometimes amusing, sometimes depressing march through centuries of human and institutional folly is an understanding of how education in English is and has always been particularly vulnerable to the shifting definitions of literacy shaped by specific economic and cultural moments, for an obvious reason. Because college English exists in the peculiar position of educating users who are in many ways already experts in the language, education in English that ignores its relevance to those users risks becoming obsolete. This is a risk English has faced at critical junctures in its past. A good example is the indifference of English to the "trades" of journalism and public speaking in the late nineteenth century, which led these two subject areas to split off from English to join other departments or form their own, while English kept the more "intellectually important" (but, as Miller argues, professionally irrelevant) subjects of creative writing and literary criticism.
But if English has faced obsolescence in its past -and faces it now as a result of decreased government spending on higher education, increased national hostility to labor unions, and the plummeting of tenure-track positions in English -it still casts a wide educational net. Miller's term of choice to cover all the things that college English is and that education in English and English departments have almost always done is "literacy studies." For Miller, these studies, the "four corners" of the field, are literature, English education, writing studies, and linguistics, the last one, as Miller points out, existing "as a separate institutionalized discipline only in larger research universities." 2 The same quality that makes English vulnerable to shifting public opinion -the ubiquity of the practitioners of the language -makes it especially valuable to the same public, who use and need to learn to use the language in different ways for different purposes. Miller's deep historical understanding of the vast areas of pedagogy covered by these "four corners" enables him to prescribe, in his conclusion, a reshaping of English departments (and much humanities pedagogy in general) that recognizes, at long last, that they have always taught more than literary classics to more than would-be scholars, and that three hundred years of history ought to be enough to demonstrate to these departments that actively embracing their multiple roles and serving multiple populations are better solutions than perpetual self-deception.
In chapter 1, "Learning and the Learned in Colonial New England," Miller takes up colonial-era higher learning as a continuation of medieval university education, with its emphasis on recitation, disputation, deductive reasoning, and training in classical languages. The scarcity of printed matter and the creation and funding of the earliest colleges by religious denominations with a tradition of educating only within the faith meant that education was viewed primarily as a process of achieving proficiency in oral communication and evangelizing. At the same time this was happening, however, Miller notes that "official representations of programs of study may not represent what was actually taught" (34) in university classrooms because, then as now, students entered those classrooms in various states of preparedness. In addition, by the beginning of the eighteenth century, the medieval system of rote memorization was giving way to a more modern (or classical, if you want to look at it that way) study of "rhetoric as the art of civic discourse" (38). And the great universities, almost since their inception, deemphasized their religious affiliations in order to pursue innovative scholarship and attract a broader array of students. Finally, the populist evangelism of the Great Awakening of the 1740s, the expansion of the periodical press, and -perhaps most important -the public debates over the future of the colonies turned the colonial curriculum firmly away from its elitist origins to a curriculum primarily concerned with teaching the English language and forensic (rather than syllogistic) debate to an increasingly diverse student body.
In chapter 2, "Republican Rhetoric," Miller traces the continuation of English educational trends begun in the late colonial era. The College of Philadelphia, for example, founded by Benjamin Franklin among others, offered "the first systematic course in America not deriving from the medieval tradition nor intended to serve a religious purpose" (qtd. on 57). The college also offered America's first professorship devoted to the teaching of English (in 1755), while "Franklin's model of an 'English education' gave unprecedented emphasis to oratorical literature and composition as part of a broad program of study in 'liberal Arts and Science,' including modern languages, history, and 'Natural and Mechanick Philosophy' " (61) by contemporary writers (Newton, Addison, Pope) in addition to classical authorities. This expansion of the English curriculum coincided with the increasing availability of inexpensive books, which changed the way English was imagined and taught: the close reading and comparative interpretation we take for granted today can only be done when everyone has a copy of the text. Even more innovative than Philadelphia's curriculum was its mission, which aimed to educate women and the working class as well as well-to-do young men. Finally, in this chapter Miller reminds us that the "moral philosophy" we associate with a liberal arts education and with the ideals of the American republic are a direct consequence of the Scottish philosophers who came to America to teach and whose students (Thomas Jefferson, Alexander Hamilton, Aaron Burr, James Madison) grew up to shape the new republic.
These changes in college curricula, the establishment of literary and debating societies by college students, and the proliferation of newspapers and magazines that, like colonial Reader's Digests, collected excerpts from contemporary political and literary texts with an eye toward the selfimprovement of the reader, led to the increasing association of English study with belles lettres, a trend and consequences developed in chapter 3, "When Colleges Were Literary Institutions." The trend was the result of a growing literate public in the first part of the nineteenth century, which prompted state governments nationwide to actions -such as compulsory school attendance -"that permeated virtually every dimension of American culture" (qtd. on 96). Lyceum networks sprang up in towns across the country, and normal schools proliferated, "which opened up access for broader classes of students and made it possible for large numbers of women to get into education" (99). The consequences of the increasing democratization and secularization of education are easy to predict: elite colleges fortified their garrisons against the onslaught of the riffraff, but the ability of larger numbers of citizens to write and to read English literature influenced how these subjects were studied in all colleges and resulted in the creation of recognizably modern composition courses and literature survey courses.
The title of chapter 4, "How the Teaching of Literacy Gave Rise to the Study of Literature," indicates what happened next: the increasing study and valorization of literature in college undercut the study of the other three corners of the field. As English rather than Latin became the lingua franca of the academy, some way of distinguishing a truly intellectual pursuit of the language from the rote study of grammar and composition was needed. And as more and more people attended college, colleges increasingly organized their programs of study into separate disciplines, with the result that the practical, professional applications of English -journalism, public speaking, linguistics, technical writing -split off from English into separate departments or programs. In other words, what was left in English was essentially literature and composition. But because "literature was understood to be the province of any well-read person" (127) -the heritage of the belletristic traditionand because the public, as usual, clamored for greater practicality and accountability in college instruction (a fire fanned by the elite universities, which even in the nineteenth century proclaimed a "literacy crisis" in America [126]), 3 the English professoriate had to take steps. Rather than unify its areas of study and professionalize teaching, however, it widened the gap between the academic and the practitioner. Literary study moved from belletrism to aestheticism; Miller argues that the contextless, rarified theories of the New Criticism of the post-World War II period had their roots in this late nineteenth-century trend: "By denying that they taught for a living, professors could treat teaching as an informal process that required no professional expertise -unlike research, which was upheld as the guiding purpose of the profession" (127). It's no surprise that the creation of the Modern Language Association (1883) dates to this period.
And it's no surprise that the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) split from the MLA in 1911. The NCTE was organized initially to address the staggering workloads of the graduate students and adjuncts on whom the bulk of undergraduate teaching and grading fell and to professionalize these "paraprofessionals." The former problem was not solved, but the latter was, in the most ironic way imaginable: by mimicking the literature professoriate, so that composition programs became administered by composition "scholars" who conducted "research," while the bulk of the everyday teaching and writing continued -and continues -to devolve onto graduate students and adjuncts, who, like their nineteenth-century counterparts, are mostly women.
The failure of the English department to agree on its purpose and strengthen support among its constituents and the public was also ironic in another way. The rise of the English professor as professional critic, personified by a figure like the tweedy, pipe-smoking T. S. Eliot, coincided with the immense popularity of English as a major: "In 1965, half of all first-year college students wanted to become teachers, and 12 percent hoped to teach in college," with "more students choos[ing] English than any other major" (186). This "golden age" for English produced a brief period of generous funding for and research in the profession of teaching at both the high school and college levels. The golden age did not last long, however. The weakening economy of the seventies and the culture wars of the eighties, when tenuretrack jobs in the field began the precipitous decline that shows no signs of stopping, made English -which had failed to capitalize on the opportunities presented during its period of greatest appeal -attenuated and irrelevant. Neither literature nor composition adapted in healthy, sensible ways to the shrinking of interest and resources. Why they didn't, and the trajectory of English education during this period -from the postwar era, in which increasing numbers of women and minorities enrolled in college, to the recent past -is the subject of Miller's chapter 5, "At the Ends of the Profession."
Which brings us to the present and Miller's concluding chapter, "Why the Pragmatics of Literacy Are Critical." Here, Miller refers to the survey he undertook with a colleague in the mid-2000s of more than 250 college curricula for English. Their findings seem to have given him some cause for hope, though it's hard to see how, since what he seems mostly to have found is more of the same old same old. Folded into Miller's look at the current state of the field is his review of previous chapters, and in this condensed, summary form, the sad history of English studies in the last hundred years seems clearer than ever. Here, Miller again calls attention to the wasted opportunities for professionalizing the field that were presented as early as the late nineteenth century (opportunities that lasted throughout the Progressive era of the early twentieth century), to what the MLA and NCTE did not do in response or afterward, and to the ongoing "dysfunctional dualism of the truly creative and the merely technical" (233), which has resulted in the failure of the four corners of the field to educate a robust and diverse population of professional writers in journalism, online media, and specific technical fields. He notes again the damaging trend of the composition specialists who have aligned themselves with the theorists and against the lowly teachers of the craft while still claiming to represent the latter (241). This chapter ends with Miller's suggestions for reform, and while they are sound ones -organize the profession to reflect the reality of its service function in the four corners, strengthen labor unions, stop graduating MAs and PhDs for whom there are no jobs, reach out to the communities and populations served by the institution -most are hardly new and can hardly be practicably presented in only the dozen pages Miller devotes to them.
Miller's book is sweeping and erudite, and the history he recounts ought to be required knowledge for every graduate student and adjunct working in the field. There's so much more in the book than I can cover here -Miller's history and assessment of college-entrance requirements, the political and intellectual machinations that have distanced secondary-school education from higher education, the detailed anatomy of the four corners of the field as practiced during the time periods Miller focuses on. But while I certainly recommend The Evolution of College English for its important content, I have a few difficulties with Miller's methodology and his motivation.
I will admit that the gloom that wafts from Miller's pages is as much a projection of my attitude toward the field as it is of Miller's. I have worked as an adjunct in composition for about ten years, and before that I was a tenuretrack faculty in literature (I left the position before going up for tenure); as far as I'm concerned, the profession is rotten from both ends, for all the reasons Miller, with greater equanimity than I can muster, illuminates. His relative evenhandedness may come from the fact that he is now an associate provost for faculty affairs at the University of Arizona, which means he has worked in all areas of the system and thus can view faculty dysfunction from a good critical distance, but his status as an administrator also makes his criticism of the mistreatment of adjuncts and graduate students faintly patronizing, and his analysis of the failures of English departments and English curricula more than a little disingenuous. Nowhere in Miller's book is an acknowledgment of another debilitating but more recent trend in higher education: the alarming increase in the number of college administrators relative to faculty. 4 One justification for this increase, of course, is that as colleges begin to look more like privately held companies, they need more managerial staff. But shouldn't this increase in managers -devoted to fundraising, cost cutting, benchmarking, union breaking, and the bottom line -also mean that colleges are increasingly attuned to the practical aspects of education that Miller claims is their chief hope? Miller never addresses this trend, or the lack of it, or implicates himself as an administrator in this scenario, except to admit that it is the ever-larger and poorly paid adjunct population whose teaching frees up the time and dollars that enable him to pursue his research. Miller is quite frank about the cushion that the ranks of these "paraprofessionals" provide to researchers and regular faculty, but is frankness enough in a chapter devoted to the pragmatics of literacy?
I also have difficulty agreeing fully with Miller's analysis of the problems besetting English in the light of the history that makes up 90 percent of his book. His tepid prescription for change is probably a function of that very history. After all, if Miller can write, in his conclusion, that "the colonial period [of American history] provides the starkest example of the need to assess what goes on in the classroom against what graduates do when they leave it" (222), how dire can the current situation be, really? Has English been in crisis for three hundred years? No wonder English departments are resistant to change; things are apparently working just fine.
I mean "fine" as a relative assessment, of course. As I've said, I have no love for the demoralizing system in which I work, and the problems besetting the academy are hardly limited to the humanities. A recent New York Times article (Zimmer 2012 ) reported on the increase in the number of scholarly retractions for research misconduct that have been forced on authors of scientific papers over the last decade. A number of reasons for this behavior are discussed in the article, some of which sound very familiar: the increasing pressure on research faculty to publish and the increasing competition among new PhDs for a dwindling number of jobs, for example. My point, though, is that while the scholars interviewed in the article decry their "dysfunctional scientific climate" (Zimmer 2012 ), it's easy to see why the system works as it does. New PhDs may face an uncertain future, but continuing to train them is valuable because their grunt work enables the top researchers to produce. These top researchers in biomedicine (where most of the shenanigans are going on) must justify their substantial government funding by producing useful results, which undoubtedly leads to many research errorsintentional or not -but it may be the very usefulness of the results that is leading to greater scrutiny of the research, a scrutiny that is catching the kinds of errors that have always gone on. This is not a crisis, in other words; it's the grimy give-and-take of running a successful enterprise. In the field of literacy studies, the never-ending and apparently irresolvable tension between professional and intellectual, instructor and professor, practice and theory surely indicates that both sides have validity. So while I agree with every one of Miller's criticisms of English in the academy, it's hard to raise an alarm when these criticisms were apparently as valid in 1711 as they are in 2011.
